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It may be true mat lccmuca Y
2 was NOT on the FBI payroll.
The charge in the newspap-rs
ud magazings that the Now
rérk Times telers to. including
ne Times dispaich out of Dalias,
suggested that Oswald may have
cen with the FBI, the Central
Inlelligence Agency, the *State
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Langguth’s 12 duestions :

tment” (as a Times siory
sterl) or with one of the

Kbyed=4

QNG answers read

AFTER MORE than two. olo:
inounting evidence-that Lee ''nation barved from release
Harvey Oswald was con- to the public until the.
necled with a U.S. under- Warren Commission which
cover agency, the FBI ac-has it, decides to do so, "
cording to the New York “Bureau “spokesmen”  have
M'imes, has denied that the-
mian charged with klllmg'
Tresident Kennedy was on,
‘its payvoll. 'no- relation to Jack Ruby_
The denial did not come who killed Oswald.
flom the IBI-officially, but ‘ Much of the Langguth piece Is

newsnmen that Lee Oswald !

‘leaked by the

NKe an

nionths of silence on the' JBI report on the assassi-

‘been feecing dope stories to
.alone was the killer, and hadv-

: 5 instance

1n ‘a dispatch to the Sunday, 'a rehash of the ma:zrial already !
FBI ard D«llav'

K “newspaper

.Oswald was in the service of:

,J‘m »26 Times from Dallas:
+in whiech Jack Langguth, the

Question No. 1
wald 'served at some perxod
.as a paid informer for the
iFederal Burcau of Investiga-
*tion?” Langguth replies: . -
~ “A spokesman for that
.agency denied loday that’
‘Oswald was at any time em-,
'ployed%y t_he ‘Bureau in that

‘capacity.”

Larigguth 'noted that
and magazine"

-articles have sppculated that]

.the FBI, Anfiltrating leftist ]

;'?fcorrespondent who has been
on the story takes two col- ;
“umins to answer “12 perplex- :.

: “Has Os- L

. BRI payroll? -

(- -chinery

4 - ipr-had been .in ilg service, i Vs

.orggnizations at ity Zrequest’]

ppets

ot ot

police — material that has not,|
‘as Langzuth conccdes, provc_d
“satisfactory ‘puklic, answers,’
‘and, we might -add, they havei

.the FBI “spokcsman’” was.
Was il J. Edgar Hoover, somc-
“one in the Washington office, or

s6me local official in Dallas who!

" doest’t think Oswald was on tlnr

The PLI’S tight - s\ecret ma- |
is such that only. the
.fopmost authority in it could
Upositively verify  if
“under ‘his or another name, 4was

Oswald, |,

‘Lrouns

llwith | which made

Oswald

ct. .
Mo Warren Commission 1iag”

asked all U.S. departments to
check their files for any connece-
tion with Oswald. Perhaps —
.and it is a blg perhaps — the
Warren probe will enhghten the -

| people on that score. L
But Richard Starnes, the col-
i umnist, writing in the World-
Telegram, Dec. 3, under title
«ruth Won't Out,” said that he
¢ did not recall, in his yecars of.
* experience as a reporter, "uny
when a government
{ agency would reveal any infor-
mation against itself. .
“Will the presence on the
‘franel (Warren Commission) of
llen  Dulles, )
naster of  the Central Inielli-:
ence Agency, assure us that the
ruth-of Oswald’s sojourn in the®

S4in fact proveked new rjucsiions, .

‘ing questions” about the’ _..uspu fon and distrust. EOVlethmf{(ﬂd ‘;‘tﬂ ever be,
§5¢ Langguth does not tell whoj soown aske arnes. -
aa assination. ’ #The Russians suggest they

»suspectcd him of being a spy.
‘Can any realistic. person helieve.
‘any tentacle of the nation’s:
elephanline espionage apparatus:
“will ‘own up" to. ever having
O:.wald on *its payroll?

- #It's not in the nrature of
bureaucraues to destroy their
“carefully / nurtured fables of
~omniscierice. It would ‘be well

®

.10, bear. in; mind. and fo rermems=:

Gontinued
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_erstwhile head-, .




